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Background: 

The present novel and non-obvious invention provides a cost effective radome that improves the 
electrical performance of reflector antennas it is mounted upon and a method: for reducing the 
front/back ratio of a refiector antenna (electrical performance) by applying same radome to a 
reflector antenna. 

The claimed radome has a conductive ring with an inward facing edge extending Inward along the 
radome at least to an inner diameter of a dista! end of a main reflector of the reflector antenna. 
The Examiner has failed to identify this element in the prior art, offering only a separate metal 
mounting clamp, which itself does not meet the claimed Itmitatons and further is not properiy 
combinable with the Examiner's primary reference. 
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Argument: 

The Examiner rejected claims 1 . 2, 4-6 and 9-19 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Kildal in view of Tubbs. The Examiner admits that "Klldal does not teach that the inward facing 
edge (of the conductive ring) extends inward along the radome at least to an inner diameter of a 
distal end of a main reflector of the reflector antenna" and supplies Tubbs therefore, citing a 
radome 126 and ring 14 (OA page 2. number 2). 


:r 


The Examiner has failed to identify each of the claimed elements in the prior art: 
Tubbs discloses a rotatable pillbox antenna fully enclosed within a protective enclosure fonmed by 
a lower casing 12 that mates with a radome 126. The radome 126 is attached to the antenna 
lower casing 12 by a band 14 (identified as "ring" by the Examiner). Plates 18 and 2a. along with 
cylinder 22 together form a directional radiating cavity 24 which is rotatable within the protective 
enclosure. There Is no "main reflector^ dish to which the radome is attached, the directional 
radiating cavity 24 is the entire electrical structure for the Tubbs antenna. The radome 126 is 
attached only to the lower casing 12. which is purely structural, not a part of the antenna, itself. 
Because the radiating cavity 24 is fully enclosed and rotatable without contacting, either the 
radome 126 or lower casing 12. the only elenoent remotely analogous to the claimed main 
reflector is radiating cavity 24 - which is plainly far within the inward edge of the conductive "ring" 
14 Identified by the Examiner and therefore fails to meet or suggest an application which might 
meet the claim limitation(s>. 

The Examiner's ''motivation" for one to modify the cited references to meet the claims 
limitations is dear error: 

As plainly shown by Tubbs figure 2. the "retaining clamp" 14 cited by the Examiner does not 
extend inward along the radome at least to an inner diameter of a distal end of a main refiector 
(assuming only for discussion purposes that the lower casing 12 is analogous to a main reflector 
or the band 14 has structural similarities to a conductive ring, as the Examiner appears to argue). 
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Because the main reflector has a sidewall thickness, a clamp about a sealing surface on an 
outside periphery of the main reflector will never reach as far as an inner diameter of the main 
reflector... as plainly shown by Tubbs, figure 2. When the sections of the primary reference Kiidal 
main reflector are reviewed the main reflector has either significant thickness (fig. 1. 1 1) or a 
protruding edge (fig. 2. 12. 13. 14) that the Examiner's hypothetical modified clamp would have 
no purpose passing inward of (because it would not be sealing against anything but open space), 
either of which plainly expose the Examiners alleged basis for extending the clamp sufficiently far 
Inward as clear error. The Examiners discussion of one skilled in the art being motivated to 
extend only the radome side of the clamp further inward than that of the main reflector side is 
specious and without basis in fact or anything appearing in either reference, whatsoever. Extra 
material expended upon the radome side, only, would be wasted extra expense, because the 
overall "joint" the Examiner suggests one skilled in the art would be improving is only as strong as 
the weakest portion - the main reflector side which as demonstrated herein above, would never 
project inward of the inner diameter of the main reflector. Therefore, there is no basis for the 
Examiners proposed combination and any rejection(s> based thereon are clear Examiner error. 


The ExammBr's suggested combination renders the prior art unsatisfactory for its 
intended purpose and or changes the principie of operation; thereby a prima facie case for 
obviousness has not been established: 

Kiidal provides electrical chokes In the form of corrugations 40 or spaced away ring(s) 41 , 42 or 
51 . The various ring(s) formed as a metat band or a dielectric spacer that is metalllc^y coated 
and or adjacent a metal ring outside of the rim of the main reflector to reduce far-out side lobes 
(abstract, see figs 1, 2, 11. 12, 13 and 14). To prevent these features from being nullified, Kifdal 
specifically teaches that the radome to main reflector interconnection is via hooks used to retain 
the metal ring 51 and radome 50 upon the reflector dish outer flange (col. 6, In 56-59). Anyone 
skilled in the art plainly recognizes that, as Kildai itself teaches, completely covering these 
features with a surrounding metal retaining band, according to Tubbs as suggested by the 
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Examiner, would destroy the operation of these features of the invention. Proposed modifications 
that render the prior art unsatisfactory for ils intended purpose and or change the principle of 
operation prevent the present rejections from establishing a prima facie case for obviousness (in 
re Gordon 221 USPQ 1 125 (Fed. Cir. 1984); in re Ratti 123 USPQ 349 (CCPA 1959), The 
Examiner's argument to the contrary is clear Examiner enror. 

With respect to claims 4,11 and 18 the Examiner erroneously applies incompatible 
portions of each reference to attempt to meet all claim limitations- 

The Examiner identifies that KUdal discloses that the conductive ring fonnning one of the electrical 
cavities may be metalized. electrodaged or over molded upon the radome {KUdaf col. 6. In 59-63). 
This Is a ''conductive ring" applied in Kildal to fonm an electrical cavity by coating a dielectric ring 
40, The "conductive ring" is plainly outside the periphery of the main reflector thereby failing to 
meet the claim requirements as acknowledged by the Examiner's admission of same and 
apphcation of the Tut)t)S reference. The Examiner's basis (erroneous as described herein above) 
for combining the separately formed metal clamping ring of Tubbs with Kildal is to "provide a 
stronger atlachmenf. Therefore, it is clear error to suggest that this metal clamping ring may be 
somehow formed as "metalized, electrodaged or over molded upon the radome" according to 
claims 4, 11 or 1 8 as these thin metallic surface coating ring forms have no retaining property, 
whatsoever. Either the Examiner has identified a conductive ring that is outside of the main 
reflector periphery (admitted by the Examiner) or the Examiner is suggesting that a retaining 
function may be achieved by a conductive ring that Is metalized. electrodaged or over molded 
upon a radome (a teaching that appears nowhere in either reference and is contrary to common 
sense). Either position renders these rejections clear Examiner error. 

Conclusion: 

Because each and every rejection is dear Examiner error, each of the present rejection(s) should 
be withdrawn and a notice of allowance issued. 
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Respectfally submitted. 

Andrew Babcock, Esq. 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration Number 4461 7 

Babcock IP. LLC 
24154 Lakeside Dr. 
Lake Zurich, IL 60047 
Telephone: 847 719-2063 
Fax: 847 438-5743 
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